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WITHOUT REFERNCE TO FILE

SUBJECT: Information Technology Reorganization

SOURCE: The Administration

DIGEST: This reorganization plan consolidates statermétion
technology functions under the Office of the Stakeef Information
Officer.

ANALYSIS: Pursuant to the government reorganization mospecified
in statute, the Legislature has 60 days to consideRP—50 days for
hearing in standing committee(s), and 10 daysdositieration on the
Floor. Before the 6iday, a resolution, by floor motion, may be made in
either or both houses of the Legislature for dispenwith the proposal “as
Is” (i.e. without amendment), or, barring actionéther house to deny it,
the plan takes effect the 61st day after the diadalamission to the
Legislature.

GRP No. 1 was submitted to the Legislature on Ma@009, and would
take effect on May 10, 2009 without objection.

The Senate Budget report on GRP No. 1:

1. Provides historical context regarding the ssaiteformation technology
(IT) governance,
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2. Summarizes key aspects of the Governor’s propostuding the
organizations and functions to be consolidated; and

3. Identifies strengths and weaknesses therein.
Among the highlights of the report are the follogin

Information Technology Organizations and FunctiBngposed for
Consolidation

The Governor proposes a “federated” governance hiodehich the Office
of the State Chief Information Officer (OCIO) wowgdjoy enhanced
authority over various IT services and functionslevteaving some “local
control” at the agency and department levels. driganizations and
functions proposed for consolidation under thetexgsOCIO are as
follows:

Organizations Positions* Funds*
(in millions)
Office of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO) 34 $7.1
Department of Technology Services (DTS) — including the 801.8 $278

Technology Services Board

Department of General Services, Telecommunications 368 $223
Division (DGS-TD)

Office of Information Security and Privacy Protection 6 $1.5
(OISPP) — information security functions

*As authorized by the Budget Act of 2008.

Functions Currently Performed By:
Enterprise (Statewide) IT Management None
Enterprise (Statewide) Information Security OISPP
Data Center & Shared Services DTS
Unified Communications Services DTS & DGS

(voice/video/data networks and radio systems)
IT Human Capital Management OCIO & DTS
IT Procurement Policy DGS
Broadband & Advanced Communications Services Policy Business Transportation &
Housing Agency (BT&H)
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GRP No. 1 Strengths and Benefits

The Senate Budget report identifies the followitrgrsgths and benefits of
the proposed IT consolidation:

1.

Consistent with recommendations from the RANDgoaation and the
Little Hoover Commission, the GRP would move treestoward a more
consolidated IT governance model and pave the wagbre efficient
and effective management of state IT, includingagicled service to the
public.

By providing the OCIO with additional tools (e.the authority to set
procurement policy), the Administration projectsiBRo. 1 would
generate at least $1.5 billion in cost savingsaraidances over the next
five years (a 10 percent reduction).

By adopting a “federated” governance model ratinen a completely
consolidated (“command-and-control”) model, the OQlopes to make
“big picture” IT decisions, but leave enough “locaintrol” with
agencies and departments to encourage creativitpamd “one-size-
fits-all” inefficiencies.

By moving the IT security function from the &and Consumer
Services Agency to the OCIO, the GRP would likelgiuce the state’s
vulnerabilities and provide a consistent, integiaecurity approach
across all of state government.

Based on existing statute, the OCIO would suelettive January 1,
2013, meaning the Legislature would have an auticrogportunity in
the future to review the outcomes of the GRP ankienchanges as
needed.

GRP No. 1 Weaknesses and Concerns

The Senate Budget report identifies the followingaknesses and concerns
associated with the proposed IT consolidation:

1. Although providing the OCIO with IT procuremeaalicy could help the

state better leverage its buying power through alofested procurements
and clearer requirements, this increased efficieocyd result in
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decreased equity in terms of businesses that éadambuccessfully
compete for and receive state IT contracts. Toesdot appear to be a
fatal flaw in the proposal (and would not changestaxg statutory
contracting protections for specified groups), lbedrs monitoring via
reporting language.

. Although GRP No. 1 would not result in any imnage relocation of
existing state staff, the reorganization plan wdikiely require extensive
cultural change in state government (both witheehtities being
consolidated and in the agencies and departmeattsvthuld be subject
to the new IT practices promulgated by the OCI@ile many of these
changes may be necessary and to the ultimate beh#fe state,
experience suggests that instituting the changéasiened in GRP No. 1
would generate inevitable conflicts. GRP No. 1=oet include a clear
plan for addressing these challenges, and thisposg a risk to the
identified benefits of the proposal, including segs projections. Again,
close oversight via regular reporting should hédptahe Legislature if,
and when, problems arise.

. Finally, GRP No. 1 includes consolidation of epartment of General
Services (DGS), Telecommunications Division untier®@ClO—one of
the few parts of the plan that does not generatelmact cost savings or
avoidance. This move only makes sense if the G€I8ady and able to
provide better leadership than the DGS on teleconmcations,
particularly with regard to radio interoperabilftyr emergency
communications. In drafting legislation to membzea GRP No. 1 in
statute, the Legislature should consider adoptingliage to ensure that
telecommunications remains a top priority of thelO@mid the many
and varied pieces of the reorganization.

The administration indicates this GRP is a firepsioward greater
centralization of state IT functions. The admiragbn believes this first
phase of reorganization would permit the statevtca$185 million in costs
(all funds) in 2009-10 and $1.5 billion in cost# fands) over five years.
This would be achieved through such means as ddasioly software
contracts, data centers, computer rooms, sertersge, and networks.
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FISCAL EFFECT: Appropriation: No Fiscal Com.: Yes Loc#No

DLW:cm 5/6/09 Senate Floor Analyses
SUPPORT/ OPPCSI TI ON: NONE RECEI VED

*k*k* END *k*k*



